Empowerment evaluation involves a program's stakeholders in designing and implementing an evaluation of their own program, thus contributing to the program's improvement and self-determination (Fetterman, 1994 (Fetterman, , 1996 . It appeared to be an appropriate approach for evaluating a mental health drop-in center, which had congruent goals of collaboration and self-sufficiency. However, encouraging ongoing participation among the stakeholders was challenging. The evaluation process was adapted, with the evaluator designing and conducting most of the evaluation but incorporating substantial input from the stakeholders throughout the process. This involved careful attention to the evaluator's roles, and decisions concerning the depths of stakeholder versus evaluator participation at each step of the evaluation. Adaptations to empowerment evaluation must consider the values of the program, as well as balance the stakeholders' needs for resources with their rights for autonomy. "Evaluation must either change and adapt as the environment changes, or-as a result of its unresponsiveness and irrelevance-follow the path of the dinosaurs to extinction" (Fetterman, 1996, p. 25). Fetterman's remark was in reference to a controversial new model of evaluation he advocates, empowerment evaluation. Empowerment evaluation aims to promote the self-sufficiency of its stakeholders via active involvement in evaluating their own program (Fetterman, 1996) . This paper offers a case example of an empowerment evaluation of a mental health drop-in center, which demonstrates that the conceptualization of empowerment evaluation ଝ This manuscript was based on the author's doctoral dissertation for the Educational Psychology Department at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign; Using empowerment evaluation to evaluate a consumer-operated drop-in center: A narrative of a case study.
can be adapted to make it more responsive and relevant to a broader range of evaluands. This adapted model of empowerment evaluation incorporates Rappaport's (1981) conceptualization of empowerment as the balance between the needs for resources and the rights for autonomy; this is a balance that varies considerably among evaluands.
Empowerment evaluation is "The use of evaluation concepts, techniques, and findings to foster improvement and self-determination" (Fetterman, 1996, p. 4) . It involves a diverse group of stakeholders in taking stock of their program, setting goals for it, developing strategies to reach the goals, and documenting progress on these goals (Fetterman, 1994 (Fetterman, , 1996 . The participants gain ownership of the evaluation and its results, achieving liberating self-efficacy over their program (Fetterman, 1996; Schnoes, Murphy-Berman, & Chambers, 2000) . While it shares many of the same stakeholder-centered processes and goals as participatory evaluation, empowerment evaluation gives the stakeholders the primary role in the evaluative activities, with the evaluator acting more as a facilitator or "coach" than a team player (Cousins & Whitmore, 1998; Patton, 1997a) . As an evaluation model should have purposes and processes congruent with that of its evaluand (Patton, 1997b) , empowerment evaluation seemed to be the ideal model for evaluating a mental health drop-in center, which also promoted self-improvement and self-sufficiency for its consumers.
CASE EXAMPLE OF AN EVALUATION OF A MENTAL HEALTH DROP-IN CENTER
My original intention was to help the staff and consumers of a consumer-operated mental health drop-in center to gain ownership and direction of their center by learning to evaluate it as a team and to act on the results. This brief case example describes the center, its purposes, major stakeholders, structure, and processes. It also describes the initiation and the processes of the evaluation, and how they were adapted to suit the evaluand and its stakeholders. As the focus of this paper is on the processes and participant roles in empowerment and related forms of evaluation, my emphasis here is on these aspects of the evaluation rather than on the actual results.
The Drop-in Center's Purpose and Main Stakeholders
This drop-in center defined itself in its brochure as a "consumer-run and consumer-directed service for people with mental or emotional difficulties, homeless people, and others with chronic problems." It was not a treatment center, but rather a place where people with mental health conditions could informally develop social skills, share job leads, and help each other recover (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA), 1998). The drop-in's director and eight other staff members were all mental health consumers as well, and they encouraged participation of the other consumers in operating the center. The drop-in served an average of 106 consumers a day, with attendance being quite transient.
The Structure and Processes of the Drop-in
The drop-in center's facility consisted of one large, tile-floored main room with two staff offices and two smaller rooms attached. The other two smaller rooms included a television viewing room and a meeting room, the latter being used for smaller, more structured self-help groups and meetings. Most of the patron interaction took place in the large, main room. The main room was furnished with 10 round tables, dozens of chairs, and a few couches set up for informal socializing and card-playing. Such a set up was intended to help the drop-in center meet its stated goals of assisting people in basic social skills, reentering the community, increasing their independence, and helping consumers "learn they are valued members of the community and that their opinions matter."
Two processes for soliciting consumers' opinions regarding the center itself involved weekly open discussion groups and concerns committees. Discussion groups met in the main room and included all present consumers and staff. This was followed by a more confidential concerns committee in the smaller meeting room, where consumers could meet one-on-one or in small groups with a staff person, often to further discuss issues brought up during the discussion group or to bring up issues in a less public forum. Although the drop-in never used the term "evaluation" to describe these processes, they certainly used evaluative elements, albeit informal and loosely structured ones.
The Purpose of the Evaluation
As part of my doctoral dissertation project, I hoped to facilitate an empowerment evaluation in which I would guide the consumers in assessing the drop-in center's progress towards its goals, valuing the opinions of the consumers in every step of the process. I approached the center's director regarding my proposal to facilitate an empowerment evaluation with in their organization. He recommended that I propose this idea during an all-consumer discussion group, and the staff and consumers would decide whether or not to follow through with the proposed evaluation.
At this discussion group, the staff and consumers came to consensus that their drop-in center could benefit from an evaluation, especially an evaluation that actively involved all the staff and consumers and could be continued after my work with them was complete. A number of staff and other consumers explained that their program already conducted consumer-focused evaluative processes, including the discussion group and concerns committee. However, they currently amounted to little more than complaints and demands to staff (e.g., "fix the clock," "clean the bathrooms," "give us more coffee"). Further, attendance at the concerns committee had grown increasingly low. Staff and consumers hoped that by becoming engaged in evaluation skills, consumers would learn to take more ownership of their center and help it continually grow and develop.
Processes of the Evaluation
My originally proposed structure included inviting all willing consumers and staff to an "Evaluation Team" which would take stock of the program's needs, set goals for meeting these needs, develop strategies to meet these needs, and systematically assess progress towards meeting these needs. I planned to take a facilitative role, increasingly delegating more of the evaluation tasks to the participants. This appeared to be an empowering opportunity, especially for a population who historically has had little control over its services (Campbell, 1997; Chamberlin, 1977 Chamberlin, , 1997 MacNeil, 2000) . We set up a regularly scheduled time to meet in the meeting room; all meetings were open to any consumer or staff.
Despite two very productive initial team meetings, there were substantial barriers to gaining consumers' or staff's commitment to the Evaluation Team. When people have no stable housing, income, family, or physical or mental health, Evaluation Team meetings are rather low on their list of priorities. Nevertheless, I had many people approach me in the main room with ideas for meeting consumer needs and improving the drop-in center and beyond. I learned that a structured evaluation team was not the best way to conduct the evaluation at this drop-in center; it was better for me to build upon the existing structure, which was extremely loose and informal. Informal activities, such as meeting with people in the main room of the drop-in center and engaging in their card games and casual conversations, helped promote mutual trust and interest in evaluation-related activities. While very few consumers were committed to the evaluation processes on a regular basis, many were eager to offer opinions about and suggestions for the drop-in center.
During both the Evaluation Team meetings and informal discussions in the main room, consumers and staff often went straight from brainstorming about needs to developing creative ways to address them while, bypassing more formal steps of needs assessment and evaluation of how well the drop-in had been meeting the needs in question. For example, several consumers expressed that information about various community resources, such as housing, employment, transportation, and legal services, was limited. A group of consumers quickly responded by creating a "resources board" where consumers gave each other help in finding local resources. This, in turn, demonstrated which needs were already being served in the community and which were still lacking, as well as which needs could possibly be addressed by the drop-in center, given its resources and mission. This demonstrates how "An iterative, interactive interplay of knowledge and action may well be a more appropriate and more effective model for connecting knowledge and action in participatory evaluation" (Greene, 2000, p. 14) .
One dilemma occurred when consumers expected me to get involved in leading these proposed solutions to their stated needs. In one case, a group of consumers identified public relations as a salient need of the center, and soon all of us got involved in brainstorming ideas for a radio advertisement. When I explained that I could not take a role in leading this campaign, the consumers appeared disappointed and none expressed an interest in following through with this idea. By insinuating a leading role in strategic development, I had overstepped my boundaries as an evaluator. Notwithstanding arguments over whether strategic development should be an evaluator's role (Stake, 2000; Torres et al., 2000) , excessive appropriation of this task is disempowering to stakeholders. Even if the stakeholders appear to appreciate the evaluator's involvement, it sends a message that they are incapable of conducting program development themselves (see also Joint Committee on Standards, 1994, pp. 60-61) . This may lead to an imbalance in two central concepts of empowerment, "rights to autonomy" and "needs of resources" (Rappaport, 1981) .
However, it was also difficult to engage the participants in further evaluative steps that were directly related to assessing the merit and worth of their program. Therefore, I conducted most of the formal evaluation steps myself, incorporating consumer input and feedback at every step of the way. For example, I used consumer input about needs to develop overarching evaluation questions, as well as subsequent items for surveys and interviews. After collecting, analyzing, and synthesizing the data from each of these measures, I created a brief report of the results of each overarching question. At weekly discussion groups I presented these reports one topic at a time, both on paper and orally, to all the attending staff and consumers. These reports catalyzed deliberations among all the participating consumers and staff, as well as subsequent decision-making. For example, after survey and interview data-and subsequent discussion of it-confirmed that the director's detachment was widely perceived to be a problem, the director eventually agreed to take a more active role in specific consumer activities. These collaborative, mutually-learning processes appeared to maximize consumer empowerment as well as the accuracy, propriety, and utility of the evaluation.
FACILITATING EMPOWERMENT EVALUATION TO MAXIMIZE PARTICIPATION AND EMPOWERMENT
There were numerous barriers to conducting a well-organized empowerment evaluation. These barriers included the stakeholder's values and priorities, pre-existing evaluative philosophies and practices, and perceptions of routes to empowerment. To a considerable extent, technical accuracy and especially systematic organization had to be sacrificed for feasibility, propriety, and utility-as well as empowerment-and maximizing all of the above required substantial accommodations to Fetterman's (1996) recommended model. Details regarding the aforementioned barriers, and rationale for these subsequent adaptations, are described next.
Stakeholder Values and Priorities
As Fetterman (1996) , House and Howe (2000) , Schnoes et al. (2000) , and Torres et al. (2000) explain, empowerment evaluation, as well as other forms of collaborative evaluation, require intensive time and effort on the part of the stakeholders. A major barrier to the proposed evaluation methods and my intended roles as an empowerment evaluator was my inability to engage the consumer's ongoing participation in many of the steps of the evaluation process. Although the drop-in center valued consumer empowerment, it did not value "systematic inquiry," a primary ethical principle of evaluators, according to the American Evaluation Association's Guiding Principles for Evaluators (1995) . Some consumers and staff openly derided "intellectualization" as a pathological defense mechanism against genuine emotions. Systematic inquiry, especially in assessing the value of an organization that many compared to their home and family, was seen as a manifestation of this intellectualization. I had to respect the consumers' values as I worked with the drop-in center, and I worked to mold my evaluation method around these values instead of insisting that the consumers conform to my values and expectations.
However, while an evaluation can reduce the degree of emphasis on systematic assessment, it cannot neglect it. Lack of systematic inquiry and documentation can threaten the integrity and credibility of the evaluation, lessening the likelihood that it can lead to empowering changes in the program (Guba & Lincoln, 1989 ). An evaluator can take on the bulk of responsibility for conducting the systematic aspects of evaluation with input from the stakeholders, instead of delegating this component out to stakeholders who are not committed to it. This balances the stakeholders' need for assistance with analysis and documentation, while respecting their rights to have their perspectives acknowledged and acted upon.
Pre-existing Evaluative Philosophies and Practices
Building on the evaluation theories and methods that are already present within an organization is generally more empowering than selling stakeholders new ideas on evaluation (Burke, 1998) . Therefore, an evaluator should familiarize him or herself with a program's current rendition of evaluation, seeking ways to expand or refine it before introducing one's own evaluation ideas.
At the drop-in center, the staff's idea of evaluation was to gather consumer input to use for adapting their program, by first soliciting and listening to any idea that any individual consumer expressed. They would then either immediately veto the idea based on center rules, principles, and resources, or briefly deliberate with the other staff and consumers over whether or not to follow through with it until a decision was made. I could not expect the drop-in to stop engaging in brief dialogue followed by prompt action, and to start collecting and analyzing extensive data before making decisions. I could instead incorporate their rendition of dialogue into my own version of systematic inquiry, as I pointed out the benefits of methodical inquiry without expecting them to become substantially involved in every step of the process.
Conversely, I could encourage the stakeholders to incorporate minor changes to their own current evaluation system. I did both in this evaluation; first by conducting a more systematized but somewhat less consumer-driven evaluation than the program had previously engaged in, and then by suggesting less extensive adaptations to the drop-in center's pre-existing methods of evaluation that staff and consumers could readily implement. These recommendations included more extensive, reasoned dialogue about matters that concerned consumers and staff, and more written and publicized communication about pending and completed decisions. As the systematized evaluation had identified communication gaps as a weakness of the center, these suggestions were welcomed. The consumers and staff implemented this suggestion by deciding to take minutes during discussion groups and post them on the drop-in center's bulletin board.
Empowerment Evaluation is Only One Route to Empowerment
Investment into the entire evaluation process is crucial for a Fetterman-style empowerment evaluation, but not a prerequisite for empowerment per se. It would be pushing my agenda to assume that investment in the entire evaluation process would be the only, or even one effective, conduit for empowerment. In the case of the drop-in center, as it may be in other settings (e.g., Schnoes et al., 2000; Sullins & Alawy, 1999) , it appeared more empowering to have the evaluator primarily responsible for the evaluation, taking stakeholders' mission, values, goals, and needs into consideration while planning and executing the evaluation. This is congruent with Rappaport's (1981) paradox of empowerment: Although independence is a goal of empowerment, it is sometimes necessary for a provider to directly contribute certain means in order to promote self-sufficiency. Therefore, instead of emphasizing direct consumer participation in the design and execution of the evaluation, emphasis was placed on giving people a chance to speak their minds about the drop-in center and to make these opinions available to extensive dialogue amongst the drop-in consumers and staff. These opportunities for answers to speak their minds, have these ideas compiled and presented for further consideration, and openly deliberated amongst fellow consumers and staff was in my view, empowering, leading to the opportunity to brainstorm, select, and execute solutions (House & Howe, 1999 . Adapting the evaluation processes to meet the needs of the stakeholders promoted both empowerment and an evaluation that was feasible, useful, proper, and accurate.
Evaluation as a Mutual Learning Process
The evaluation of the drop-in center seemed to be less about systematically determining value (Scriven, 1993) , or about facilitating the consumers in methodically evaluating their own facility (Fetterman, 1994 (Fetterman, , 1996 , than it was about facilitating learning among the staff, consumers, and myself about people's opinions about the program. An important role of the evaluator in a collaborative evaluation is to help the participants learn from the evaluation and from each other (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Rallis & Rossman, 2000) . Nee and Mojica (1999) state, "We believe that more foundations will wish to engage in a mutual process of discovery or learning. Such language and practice are more appropriate to community work than the connotation of judgment that evaluation has in the past often carried" (p. 40). Indeed, this collective, active learning is one of Rappaport's (1981) keys to empowerment.
It is important for the evaluator to be willing to learn from the stakeholders as well, about the evaluand and even about appropriate ontologies, epistemologies, and methods for evaluation of it (Guba & Lincoln, 1989) . These were all factors to which I had to be open. One of the consumers acted as my teacher and facilitator, as he explained to me how to improve my own teaching and facilitation skills in order to promote stakeholder involvement and subsequent empowerment. His lessons, which are supported by the Joint Committee's Utility Standard of "Report Clarity" (1994, p. 49) as well as Rappaport's (1981) concepts of empowerment, can apply to other evaluators of various philosophies in a wide range of settings:
Take knowledge to the level of the audience. Translate it into a form that is accessible . . . Transmit knowledge in a way that others can understand. Make the unknown known through the knowledge they already have. Do it by thinking of things that they need . . . Maslow's hierarchy-dealing with a felt need. In other words, relate knowledge that they might not normally desire to have by relating it to something they need. Not talk about academic things that have no meaning and aren't part of their lives. You can be sincere, but it has to be in terms that people can relate to. if you can't transmit knowledge in a way people can understand, you might as well not have the knowledge. (drop-in center consumer, personal interview, February 8, 2000) This consumer dialogued with me about issues that were central to developing an effective collaborative evaluation of the drop-in center. Taking his advice, I took not only the knowledge but, to the best of my ability, the entire evaluation to the level of the audience and all the potential participants. This level included the program's structure and processes, as well as its stakeholders' value system, knowledge, abilities, limitations, needs, expectations, and level of potential investment in each step of the evaluation process. The result was a collaborative evaluation that may not have followed Fetterman's (1996) model of empowerment evaluation, but certainly appeared empowering. Consumers had the opportunity to express their opinions to one another and to an evaluator who encouraged inclusive dialogue and thoughtful deliberation among them, thus learning from one another. This inclusion, dialogue, and deliberation paved the way to a number of mutually accepted suggestions for improvement of the drop-in. Time will tell if these conceptualizations are acted upon. However, the evaluation included several processes by which consumers learned that their views were valued and useful, such as: contributing to the development of evaluation questions; answering these questions both anonymously through surveys and interpersonally through interviews; and deliberating the results of these inquiries as a group. This demonstrable, mutual valuing of what the consumers had to offer their program was effective and empowering, even if not an example of a well-organized, systematic empowerment evaluation. The evaluation of the drop-in helped assess the program's fulfillment of criteria that were important to the consumers, gave voice to consumers' concerns, and in some instances, led to active solutions. Further, it provided theoretical and methodological implications for the field of evaluation, as explicated below in my adaptation of Fetterman's empowerment evaluation model.
AN ADAPTED MODEL OF EMPOWERMENT EVALUATION
An evaluator must consider the purpose, ideal settings, values, knowledge, intended use, and methodology of an evaluation model to see if they are congruent with those of the evaluand (Shadish, Cook, & Leviton, 1995) . My own adaptation of Fetterman's empowerment evaluation model, which is based in part on Rappaport's (1981) concepts of empowerment, assumes the same purpose and values as Fetterman's, but can work in a wider variety of settings. This approach can promote empowerment through evaluation in settings where stakeholders may lack the resources, time, or inclination to immerse themselves in each step of the eval- 
Component

Fetterman Sullins
Definition "The use of evaluation concepts, techniques, and findings to foster improvement and selfdetermination" (Fetterman, 1996, p. 4) .
The use of evaluation education, processes, and findings to foster improvement, selfdetermination, and mutual learning.
Assumptions With facilitation, stakeholders can invest in all the processes of evaluation.
Stakeholders vary in their investment in the evaluation, but the evaluator incorporates their perspectives at every stage.
Purpose
To mutually assess one's program and work towards improving it.
Settings
Small, homogeneous settings where much effort can be invested in evaluation.
Small, homogeneous settings that may vary in available time and human resources.
Knowledge Openly-ideological inquiry. Pluralistic epistemology. Experiential knowledge.
Openly-ideological inquiry. Pluralistic epistemology. Experiential knowledge. Preferences are secondary to logically-derived criteria.
Values
Helping stakeholders to promote self-sufficiency and improve their own program.
Helping stakeholders to promote selfsufficiency and improve their own program.
Use
Use is in the process as well as the product. Use of results is built into the methodology format.
Use is in the process as well as the product. Utility is a focus, but evaluator does not have as direct a role in use as s/he may in other steps.
Methods
Vary, but involve taking stock, setting goals, developing strategies, and documenting progress. Stakeholders primarily design and implement each step, with evaluator's guidance.
Vary, but generally involve introduction, taking stock, setting goals, developing strategies, and documenting progress. Stakeholders and evaluator play varyingly involved roles, depending on needs.
uation. The main difference is that my approach pays more attention to the needs concept in Rappaport's (1981) "needs and rights" model of empowerment, because in some settings, needs for resources are more salient than rights for autonomy. The purpose and values of empowerment evaluation in both Fetterman's and my approach are identical. Perhaps these are the core concepts of what defines empowerment evaluation. The purpose is to mutually assess one's program and work towards improving it, while the corresponding values involve facilitating stakeholders of a program to promote self-sufficiency and improve their own program. Our definitions of empowerment evaluation are very similar, as are our knowledge bases, each with only minor differences. My model differs the most strikingly from Fetterman's in the assumptions, ideal setting, and methodology. These three components are compared and contrasted below (Table 1) . Fetterman (1994 Fetterman ( , 1996 assumes that with the facilitation of an evaluator, stakeholders are capable of and willing to invest in the ongoing processes of evaluation design, implementation, and analysis in order to continually assess and improve their program. By contrast, my approach views stakeholders as varying greatly in their potential investment in evaluation processes. Regardless of the limitations to their investment in the process, their input and perspectives must be incorporated at every stage of the evaluation to the extent that is feasible. This way, stakeholders can ultimately have an effect on their program's functioning, albeit not as directly as in Fetterman's model. This promotes empowerment without placing an undue burden on stakeholders (Sullins & Alawy, 1999) .
Assumptions
Settings
Empowerment evaluation, like other collaborative models of evaluation (Greene, 1997) , are most efficient in small settings relatively homogeneous in ideology, where consensus is easier to attain. Fetterman's model works most effectively where much time and effort can be invested in evaluation, while my adaptions can work in settings with a variety of levels of available time and human resources.
Methods
In Fetterman's model, specific methods vary, but the basic model involves taking stock, setting goals, developing strategies towards goals, and documenting progress. Stakeholders play the primary role in designing and implementing each step, with the evaluator's guidance. My approach is similar, but the basic model involves introduction prior to the other four steps. More saliently, in my model the stakeholders and evaluator can varying in the level of involvement in designing and implementing each step. Like Fetterman's approach, the evaluator can take on a facilitator or "coach" role, or like the participatory approach, the evaluator can be involved more directly (Cousins & Whitmore, 1998) . The level of evaluator involvement in each step should be influenced by the needs and available time and resources of the evaluand and its stakeholders. These needs and resources may change over time, as may the evaluator's level of involvement. However, the evaluator should not become overly involved in strategic development step, as this co-optation can impede the autonomy the stakeholders in the long run. This would be counter both to empowerment and to evaluation.
CONCLUSIONS ABOUT ADAPTING EMPOWERMENT EVALUATION
On many occasions during this evaluation project I felt frustrated about the lack of adherence to my original ideals of what an empowerment evaluation should be; I even wondered if "empowerment evaluation" was a contradiction in terms. Fortunately, reflecting on my position and consulting with other evaluators helped me find an appropriate ground that promoted both empowerment and evaluation.
Pushing my ideals regarding Fetterman's (1996) style of empowerment evaluation would have been infeasible and improper in this setting. Neglecting the boundaries of evaluation and taking on roles of a project developer in order to promote consumer empowerment was also inappropriate. Although strategic development is a major step in empowerment evaluation, empowerment evaluation also assumes that program stakeholders, not the evaluator, will take the primary roles in each step of the evaluation. While it may be appropriate for the evaluator to re-appropriate processes directly related to assessing the merit or worth of the program, co-opting processes more related to project development is not. Continuously adapting the Fetterman's (1996) empowerment evaluation model to the structure of the program and the needs of the stakeholders helped create an effective and empowering evaluation in this setting.
Conducting a quality evaluation of any model does not entail strictly applying a theory into practice, but rather an active dialogue between theory and practice, with each influencing and shaping the other (K. Ryan, personal communication, October 19, 2000) . On both the micro-level of a program and the macro-level of the evaluation discipline, it is a mutual, dialogical process of discovery and learning.
